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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF CONFERENCE REQUEST 

Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, V A 22313-1450 

Sir, 

In response to the Final Office Action dated November 1 1 , 2006 and the Advisory 
Action dated March 9, 2007, Appellant hereby requests that a panel of examiners formally 
review the legal and factual basis of the rejections in the above-identified application prior to 
the filing of an appeal brief. This request is being concurrently filed with a Notice of Appeal. 
The review is requested for the reasons provided below. A total of 5 pages are provided. 

APPEALED REJECTIONS 
Appellant appeals the rejections of claims 1 and 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on 
Cox et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,420,716) (hereinafter "Cox") in view of Shieeo (Japanese Pat. 
App. Pub. No. JP 6-302495), and the rejections of claims 2-7, 9 and 14-20 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) based on Cox in view of Shigeo and van den Brink et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 4,778,275) 
(hereinafter " van den Brink "). 
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ARGUMENTS FOR TRAVERSAL 

Appellant traverses the prior art rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) at least because, 
as will be evident by the following discussion, the cited portions of the applied references, 
whether taken alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest each and every element 
recited by the claims. 

Claim 1 recites a method of positioning an object at a required position on a first 
object table in a lithographic projection apparatus, comprising, inter alia, "measuring a 
displacement between the first position of the object and a required position of the object on 
the first object table, removing the object from the first object table, and then translating the 
removed object, the first object table, or both, relative to each other by substantially the 
measured displacement, in a direction substantially parallel to the plane of the first object 
tabler 

As conceded at page 3 of the Final Office Action, the cited portions of Cox fail to 
disclose, teach or suggest the above noted aspects of claim 1 . The cited portions of Shigeo are 
relied upon as allegedly remedying the deficiencies of Cox. The Advisory Action states "the 
claims are given their broadest reasonable interpretation" (see page 2 of the Advisory Action) 
and the Final Office Action asserts that "Shigeo teaches the displacement is measured with 
respect to the first object table, {see the constitution the rotation angles and the Figure 8c) and 
translating the object relative to the object table, removing the object from the first object 
table in order to placing it back on to the table, {see the constitution the reticle 12 is taken out 
"remove" and the stage is turned and place it back at the required position, after the reticle is 
turned in the direction by an angle "translating the object relative to the object table"), as 
claimed." (See page 3 of the Final Office Action). The Advisory Action also states that "the 
rotation is read as translation." (See page 2 of the Advisory Action). Respectfully, Appellant 
submits that these arguments fail to properly consider the claim language and thus in error as 
they are based upon errors of fact and omit an essential element to establish a prima facie 
rejection. 

By way of review, the cited portions of Shigeo merely disclose removing the reticle 
12 from the stage 11, rotating the stage 11, placing the reticle 12 back on the stage 1 1 and 
rotating the stage 1 1 in the reverse direction to return the reticle 12 to its original condition. 
{See Abstract and FIG. 8 of Shigeo). The cited portions of Shigeo, therefore, only teach 
"rotating" the stage 1 1 and does not, in any way, teach translating the removed object, the 
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first object table, or both, relative to each other by substantially the measured displacement^ 
in a direction substantially parallel to the plane of the object table, as required by claim 1 . 

The Final Office Action and Advisory Action equates the language "translating the 
removed object, the first object table, or both, relative to each other by substantially the 
measured displacement, in a direction substantially parallel to the plane of the first object 
table" of claim 1 with rotating the stage 1 1 of Shigeo. This is improper. 

First, although, "during patent examination, the pending claims must be 'given their 
broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification'", "[the] broadest 
reasonable interpretation of the claims must also be consistent with the interpretation that 
those skilled in the art would reach "' (See MPEP 2111, emphasis added). Clearly, a rotation 
is not a translation . 

In support of this, MPE^^ 21 1 1.01 states "words of the claim must be given their plain 
meaning unless **>the plain meaning is inconsistent with< the specification. In re Zletz , 893 
F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQ2d 1320, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989); Chef America, Inc. v. Lamb- Weston. 
Inc. , 358 F.3d 1371, 1372, 69 USPQ2d 1857 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (Ordinary, simple English 
words whose meaning is clear and unquestionable , absent any indication that their use in a 
particular context changes their meaning, are construed to mean exactly what thev say .) 
(Emphasis added). "The ordinary and customary meaning of a claim term is the meaning that 
the term would have to a person of ordinary skill in the art in question at the time of the 
invention." {See, e.g., MPEP §21 1 1.01 citing Phillips v. AWH Corp. , 75 USPQ2d 1321 (Fed. 
Cir. 2005) {en banc), emphasis added). 

The term "translation" is defined as (1) "a transformation of coordinates in which the 
new axes are parallel to the old ones" or (2) a "uniform motion of a body in a straight line." 
{See Merriam Webster Dictionary). The term "rotation" is defined as "the action or process of 
rotating on or as if on an axis or center" or (2) "the angular displacement required to return a 
rotating body or figure to its original orientation." {See Merriam Webster Dictionary). The 
English definition of the term "translating" is consistent with that of the specification. As 
such, one of ordinary skill in the art would readily understand that "translating the removed 
object, the first object table, or both, relative to each other by substantially the measured 
displacement, in a direction substantially parallel to the plane of the first object table" is not 
the same as rotating a stage. Stating otherwise would give an interpretation of the term 
"translation" that is inconsistent with (1) the English definition of this term, (2) the usage of 
this term in the specification and (3) the interpretation of this term that those skilled in the art 
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would reach. Thus, the conclusion in the Final Office Action and the Advisory Action that 
the rotation of Shigeo is the same as the translation of claim 1 is simply incorrect. 

Moreover, no amount of rotation will put the reticle 12 of Shigeo in a proper lateral 
location on the reticle stage 1 1, as specified in claim 1. Specifically, no amount of rotation of 
the reticle 12 and/or the reticle stage 1 1 in Shigeo will cause a movement by a measured 
displacement between the first position of the reticle 12 and a required position of the reticle 
12 on the reticle stage 12. Rotation of the reticle 12 and/or reticle stage 1 1 simply will not 
cause displacement of reticle 12 from one position to another; it will simply change the 
orientation of the reticle 12 on the reticle stage 1 1 . So, assuming arguendo that the reticle 12 
in Shigeo is not aligned with vacuum holes on the reticle stage 1 1 to hold the reticle 12, 
rotating the reticle stage 1 1, as suggested by Shigeo, does not, in any way, solve this problem 
if those vacuum holes are located at a lateral position away from the reticle 12. Only 
translation by a displacement will solve that. 

Not only do the cited portions of Shigeo fail to disclose, teach or suggest ''translating 
the removed object, the first object table, or both, relative to each other by substantially the 
measured displacement^ in a direction substantially parallel to the plane of the first object 
table'\ Appellant submits that there is no motivation or suggestion to provide these aspects in 
Shigeo. Shigeo' s alignment method is completely different from that of claim 1. As 
mentioned previously, Shigeo is merely concerned with aligning the reticle 12 at a proper 
orientation by relatively rotating the reticle 12 and the reticle stage 1 1 so that the reticle 12 
can be used to accurately expose its pattern on the substrate. Shigeo is not concerned with, 
and provides no motivation for, relatively translating the reticle 12 and the reticle stage 11. 

In support of this, Appellant submits that translating the reticle 12 relative to the 
reticle stage 1 1 in Shigeo would in no way correct the orientation of the reticle 12 as required 
in Shigeo. Specifically, if a rotational misaligrmient exists between the reticle 12 and the 
reticle stage 1 1 as identified by Shigeo, no amount of translation will reduce this 
misalignment. Further, any translation of the reticle 12, the reticle stage 1 1, or both, relative 
to each other in Shigeo after rotating the reticle 12 relative to the reticle stage 1 1 will 
introduce a lateral misalignment between the reticle 12 and the reticle stage 1 1, which may 
drastically impact the support of the reticle 12. Thus, there is no reason, motivation or 
suggestion as to why one of ordinary skill in the art would translate the reticle 12, the reticle 
stage 1 1, or both, relative to each other in Shigeo based on Shigeo' s teachings (and indeed, 
the cited portions of Shigeo instead merely disclose rotation). 
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Accordingly, any proper combination of the cited portions of Cox and Shigeo cannot 
result in any way in the invention of claim 1 . 

The cited portions of van den Brink fail to remedy the deficiencies of Cox and Shigeo. 
The cited portions of van den Brink are directed to aligning a mask MA with a substrate W — 
which is clearly different from positioning an object at a required position on an object table, 
as required by claim 1 . Accordingly, any proper combination of Cox, Shigeo and van den 
Brink cannot result, in any way, in the invention of claim 1. Thus, the combination of Cox, 
Shigeo and van den Brink fails to present a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Claim 1 1 is patentable over the cited portions of Cox, Shigeo, van den Brink and any 
proper combination thereof for at least similar reasons as provided above for claim 1 , and for 
the features recited therein. Claims 2-7, 9 and 14-20 are patentable over the cited portions of 
Cox, Shigeo, van den Brink and any proper combination thereof at least by virtue of their 
dependency from claims 1 and 1 1 , respectively, and for the additional features recited therein. 

CONCLUSION 

Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the panel return a decision concurring with 
Appellant's position and eliminating the need to file an appeal brief because there are clear 
legal and/or factual deficiencies in the appealed rejections. 

Please charge any fees associated with the submission of this paper to Deposit 
Account Number 03-3975. The Commissioner for Patents is also authorized to credit any 
over payments to the above-referenced Deposit Account. 

Respectfully submitted. 




AW PITTMAN LLP 



Fax No. 703.770.7901 

JSB/CFL/smm 
P.O. Box 10500 
McLean, V A 22102 
(703) 770-7900 
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